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COMMISSION ox CRITICAT. CHOICES ror AMERICANS
22 WEST FIFTY-FIFTH STREET
NEW YORK, NEW YORK 10019
TELEPHONE: (212) $77-9320

NELSON A. ROCKEFELLER
Chairman

March 12, 1974

Dear Henry:

Enclosed is the agenda for the Commission's meeting
in Austin, Texas on April first and second. The press
has requested that they be allowed to attend as much of
the meeting as possible. Therefore, we are planning to
open all meetings except those which are marked '"Executive
Session'' on the enclosed agenda.

Also enclosed is a notebook which includes the draft
working outlines for Panels IV, V and VI and the draft
outlines for Panels I, II and III which I sent you earlier,
and the list of the members of each panel.

In the hope that you will be able to make the Austin
meeting, we have made tentative hotel reservations for you
at the Sheraton Crest Inn. I have asked Mr. James Cannon
to be in touch with you to see if he could be of any
assistance in helping to make it possible for you to attend
this important meeting of the Commission.

With warm regard,

Sincerely,

i//’
p

et

s

The Honorable Henry A, Kissinger
The Secretary of State
Department of State

2201 C Street, N.W.

Washington, D. C. 20520

}
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AGENDA

SECOND MEETING

COMMISSION ON CRITICAL CHOICES FOR AMFRICANS

- LYNDON B, JOHNSON LIBRARY

AUSTIN, TEXAS

APRIL 1 - APRTL 2, 1974

MONDAY, APRIL 1

WELCOME: Mrs. Lyndon B. Johnson
OPENING RFMARKS -- Chairman Rockefeller

DISCUSSION: FOOD, HEALTH, WORLD POPULATION AND
QUALITY OF LIFE (PANEL II)

Presentations:
Food: Mr. Lester Brown, Senior Fellow
Overseas Development Council
Discussion by Panel and Commission
Heal th: Dr. John Knowles, President
Rockefeller Foundation
DiscuSsion'by Panel and Commission
Population: Dr. Bernard Berelson, President
The Population Council
Discussion by Panel and Commission
LUNCHEON: Speaker, Dr. Walt W. Rostow

Professor of Fconomics and History
University of Texas
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MONDAY, APRIL 1 CONTD.

DISCUSSION: MAN'S NATURE AND HIS INSTITUTIONS

Moderator: Mr. Irving Kristol
Henry Luce Professor of Urban Values
New York University
Participants: Professor Martin Diamond
Department of Political Science
University of Northern Illincis
Professor James Q, Wilson
Department of Government
Harvard University
Professor Thomas Sowell
Associate Professor of Fconomics
UCLA

FXECUTIVE SESSION
Discussion of Commission Program

RECEPTION AND BUFFET
In Honor of the Commission

Hosts: Mrs. Lyndon B. Johnsoﬁ
Mr. Belton Kleberg Johnson

TUESDAY, APRIL 2

DISCUSSION: ENERGY, FCOLOGY, ECONOMICS AND
WORLD STABILITY (PANEL I)

Presentations:
Energy: Mr. Jack H, Bridges, Director
National Energy Program
Center for Strategic and International
Studies '
Discussion by Panel and Commission
Eéologz: Dr. Russell W, Peterson, Chairman

The President's Counc¢il on
Envirommental Quality

Discussion by Panel and Commission
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TUESDAY, AFPRIL 2 CONTD,

Energy & Technology: Dr. Edwérd Teller, University Professor
University of California
Lawrence Livermore Laboratory

Discussion by Panel and Commission

Economics: Mr. John G, Winger, Vice President
' The Chase Manhattan Bank, N.A,

Discussion by Panel and Commission

World Stability: Mr. Herman Kahn, Founding Director
Hudson Institute

Discussion by Panel and Commission
12:30 : LUNCHEON

1:30 EXECUTIVE SESSION
Discussion of Panel Procedures

3:00 ADJOURNMENT
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SUBJECT? MESSAGE TO BE READ AT DINNLKR TONIGHT HONORING
GOVERNOR ROCKEFELLER

{, MR, CHALLIS: I DEEPLY REGRET THAT I AM UNABLE TO0 BF
WITH YOU TONIGHT TO HONQOR GOVERNOR ROCKEFELLER, PLEASE
DELIVER ON MY BEHALF THE FOLLOWING MESSAGE!

2, IN HONORING NELSON ROCKEFELLER TONIGHT WE HONOR AS
WELL A GREAT AMERICAN FAMILY,, THE NAME ROCKEFELLER HAS
LONG BEEN SYMONOMOUS WITH DEDICATED SERVICE ew SERVICE
TO NEW YORK, SERVICE TO AMFRICA, SFRVICE TO ALL MANKIND,
THE ROCKEFELLER TRADTTION OF DEVOTION TO HUMANITY IS AN
EXAMPLE TO US ALL, AND NELSON ROCKEFELLER SYMBOLIZES
THE VERY ESSENCE OF THAT TRADITION,

3. IT IS HARD FOR ME TD DESCRIBE wHAY WE QWE NELSON
ROCKEFELLER, HIS SUPPORY AND ENCOURAGEMENT IN THE FIRS
TWO GECADES 0OF MY PUBLIC LIFE ARFE WELL KNOWN, NOW I OHWE
HIM MY WIFE AND THUS MY HAPPINESS FOR THE NEXT THO
BECADES AND BEYOND,

4. BUT I RONOR NELSON FOR HORE THAN WHAT ME HA3 MEANT TO

ME. {E HONDR HIM AS A STATESMAN, HE 18 AN EXECUTIVE
NOT ONLY OF SKTLL AND COURAGE BUT TVIN MORE, OF VISIONg
UNCLASSIFIED j
:g B
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"YHAT I8 THE TRUE QUALITY OF LEADERSHIP, HE HAS FACED
FPUBLIC ADMINISTRATION AS AN EXEEUTYVE NOT SIMPLY OF
MANAGEMENT BUT OF THE ACCOMPLISHMENT OF GREAT PURPOSES,

5, A8 A NAVIONAL STATESMAN HE HAS HELPED AMERICAN
PRESIDENTS SHAPE THEIR FORFIGN PNOLICY TOWARD THE HEMIS=
PHERE AND THE WORLD, HME WAS AMONG THE FIRST TO PER=
CEIVE THE NEED TO GENERATE A NFW AMERICAN CONSENSUS TO
GUIDE THIS NATION OVER THE LAST THIRD OF THIS CENTURY,
OUR OWN FRIENDSHIP BFGAN WHEN I JOINED HIS BTAFF IN 1956
IN THE SPECIAL STUDIES PROJECT TO IDENTIFY THE QPPOR=
TUMIYIES AND THE CHALLENGES BEFORE THE UNITED STATES,
I7T IS A MEASURE OF HIS VISTION == AND HIS REFUSAL TO BE
TURNED ASIDE BY MONUMENTAL TASKS wwe THAT HIS SEARCH FOR
NATYIONAL CONSENSUS HAS BEEN RENEWED IN THE NATIONAL
COMMISSION ON CRITICAL CHDICES FOR AMERICA,

6, IT IS FOR HIS ACHTIEVEMENTS AS GOVERNOR OF NEW YORK
THAT NELSON ROCKEFELLER 18 BFING HONDRED TONIGHT, HE
HAS MANAGED A GOVERNMENT MORF VAST AND COMPLEX THAN
‘THAT OF ALL BUT A FEW FOREIGN NATIONS, AND HE HAS DONE
50 WITH HIS CUSTOMARY EXCELLENCE AND INNOVATIVE IDEAS,

7o HE THUS EXEMPLIFIES TYHE FINEST OF EXECUTIVE ABILITY:-
AND I8 THEREFORE A MOST FITTING RECIPIENT OF THIS AWARD,

8. ALL THESE QUALITIES w~w AND MANY MORE =» ARE A MATTER
OF COMMON KNOWLEDGE AND PURLIC RECORD, BUT NELSON
ROCKEFELLER, MY PERSONAL FRIEND, IS AS DESERVING OF
PRAISE AND ADMIRATION AS NELSON ROCKEFELLER, STATESMAN
AND FLBLIC SERVANT., 1 KNOW OF NO FINER, MORE INSPIRING,
MORE COMPASSIONATE HUMAN BFING, KISSINGER

UNELASSIFIFD | ;
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30 Rockefeller Plaza
New York,N.Y. 10020

Room 5600 Clrele 7-3700

July 30, 1974

Dear Peter:

I am deeply grateful for your help in
getting the Governor's "Open Skies' files de-
classified.

Jim Cannon passed them on to me. Thanks
also for returning my related files and letters.

All the best,

. i

Hugh Morrow

Mr. Peter W. Rodman
The White House
Washington, D. C.
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Iin eai;ly 1969, after Dr. Kissinger left Go.verno:r
Rockefeller s employ and before joining the White House
sta:ff Governor Rockefeller told Dr. Kissinger that he .
| wanted to make a $50, 000 gift to him at the close of their -

some 15 years of é,s sociation.
Before accepting the gift Dr. Kissinger discussed
the matter w;.th the then Pre31dent—e1ect and his counsel
. Written clearance to éccept the gift was recelved by
Dr. Kissinger from the office of the Céunse]. to the
President-elect. |
Dr. Kissiﬁger has put the $50, 000 into trusts for his
- two children and filed gift tax returns covering those giits
to his c:hiidren. He understands that Governor Rockefeller

iiied a gift tax return on the gift to him.

10/4/74
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NELOUN A, KUUARFELLEK

January 17, 1969

Dear.Henry:

" You know the admiration that I have-felt'oéeﬁ‘many
- Years for the teaching, the research, and the publicé;
tions‘in which you have been engaged -- all dirécted
toward helping the American people to understaﬁd and
formulate wisdom and foreign policy. T havé also bene-
fitted often from your wisé counsel during‘the yéérs of‘
our association.

As-a token of my friendship and my appreciatién for
the work you have done in service to the‘peépie of this
country, I am arranging to have a gift'made £0 you in
the amount of $50,000. It éomes from Happy and mé,
with our warmest best wishss.

Sincerely,
Nelson

Dr. Henry A. Kissinger
- Room 1035

50 Rockefeller Plaza
New York, New York
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CONFIDENTIAL

TO: DR, HENRY A. KISSINGER
FROM: | OFFICE OF THE COUNSEL
SUBJECT:  Conflict

You have regquested that we advxse you regardlng a con-
templated gift of money from Governor Rockefeller in
1ight of the statutes, Executive Order and regulations

applying to conflict of interests for members of the

Presmdent s staff

You have stated to us that you.have been é personal
friend of the GoVernor and his brothers for some years,
have worked for them personally on many occaslcns. There
"is obviously no question that they not only have a high‘
regard for your work but feel a close persona;'kinship

as a result of your many years of association.

Further, you advised us that your work was dcne for the
family rather than on a consulting basis through any

governmental agency.

i Based upon the phllanthrODlC nature of the Rockefellers,«
and EXFIEaSlj upon the fact that the conteﬂnlated glft

of money to you is based only upon your close personal

No Objection To Declassification in Full 2011/04/28 : LOC-HAK-431-1-92 "~
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friendship and is a direct result of not only that
friendship but high.personal esteem in which they hold
you, we flnd that such a gift would not viclate 91ther
the statutes, Executlve Order or regulatlons 1nvolv1ng‘

confllct of interests.

Edward L, Morgan

Deputy Counsel

Egil Krogh, Jr.

Deputy Counsel

No Objection To Declassification in Full 2011/04/28 : LOC-HAK-431-1-9-2
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See especially pages 1073 and 1974,

e 1070 PusLic PAPERS OF GOVERNOR ROCKEFELLER

Private Enterprise

: |
v I hardly need remind this audience that Roman Hruska is one who deeply ! ~
! helieves in our private enterprise system and the Ameriean way of life, ; (
: The son of an immigrant from g?zeohmtlovakin, he worked his way through !
high school, college and law school, us newsboy, switchhoard operator, truck i !
driver, window shade installer and hookkeeper, ;
‘ For almost a quarter_of a century before his election to the Congress in ; é
e - 1052, he practiced law here in Omahn—and any lawyer will agree that there ; L
; is no freer enterprise than that, with all its risks and all its opportunities to
: advance through hard work and ahility, ! :
' Preedom of Information _ o ‘ e
i One thing about Roman ruska which struek me was his candor—and again i_
he reflects the people he represents. ) 4 (
Here in Nebraska, I've noticed, people sny what they mean and mean what ! 2
; they sny-—nnd that's the kind of people 1 like,
One of the worst influences in public life today is the fact that far too many ¢
" in high places are more concerned with their public image than they are con- a
’ eerned with public service.
. As far as I'm concerned, if you perform the public service to the best of your s
-~ ability, the public image will pretty well take care of itself—-nnd Roman e
. ‘i’ﬂ Hruska is proof of that.
i Service rvather than “sophistication,” candor rather than mere cleverness,
| integrity rather than public imagery—these are the halluarks of o man you C-‘“”‘{
can depend on, ¢
No public official has a right to try to fool any of the people any of the time. "
Anyone who won't trust the people with the truth doesn’t really trust himself, i a
Equal Opportunity i 11
Tor the plainsmen who endured untold hardships to settle and develop this : f)
State, for the families from many lands—1like the Hruskas—who have taken ; te
root in this fertile soil of freedom and grown and given back to this land even
more than they have received, equality of opportunity has deep meaning. i W
And equality of opportunity also implies equality of protection and immuni- ! o
ties—equal justice before the law. Onee more, I refer to our guest of honor ;
. and this time to the fact that Roman Hruska was a leading foree hehind the t]
\ Senate’s passage last year of a public defoender hill to provide legal aid for . ‘ u
i TFederal prisoners lacking funds to employ cotnsel, i a
it
‘ 0!
. , At 50th Anniversary Dinner, Bureau of Advertising of the ) b
American Newspaper Publishers Association, Hotel Waldorf- j o
Astoria, New York City, April 25, 1963 (Excerpts) * lo
The Relationship of the Uniled States to Her European Allics and Our Common t
Defense in This Nuclear dge ; I
I appreciate the honor of your invitation to attend this 50th anniversary : “tl
dinner and to meet with the leadership of the free American press—the great s
catalyst of our demecratic society. . P
We meet together in a mutual interest—you as men and“women with the ,
high responsibility and authority of the world’s greatest free press, and I as nll,
* one among the public officials whose actions and purposes must daily stand the u
light of examination by that frec press if they are to be effective or menningful, 1
I want to speak to you tonight about a problem which in my view is in need
of a full and dispassionate public discussion: the relationship of the United
States to her Kuropean allies and our common defense in this nucleay age. in
The vitality of this relationship is the cornerstone of o dynamic and expand- lo
ing free world system, which is our common goal, - ’ te
The future of freedom and the nature of the society in which our children in
will live will depend on the wisdom with which we and our allies deal with
the challenges and opportunities before us, ey
i
g
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ADDRESSES 1071

The major ¢haracteristics of the contemporary world are the radienl and
fundamental changes that are taking place and which vitally affeet the nature
of our relationships in dealing with the great problems of human coneern.

All over the world, free peoples are striving for dignity, opportamity and a
meaning to their lives. .

The relations of the nations hordering the North Atlantic must he an integral
and dynamic part of an evolving political framowork ultimately cncompassing
all free peoples.

Tragically, their aspirations for peace and freedom have been and continue
to be profoundly challenged by a ruthless and relentless Communist totalitari-
anisin bent on world domination. Communist obstructionisip has erippled the..
effectivencss of the United Nations as originally conce?ed;"and has forced the
peoples of the frec world to an increasing extent to work out the kind of
regional and special arrangements provided by Article 51 of the United Nations
CUharter—accords for the joint furtherance of defense, of cconowmie growth,
and, increasingly, close political cooperation.

These regional arrangements, as history continnes to teach us, are essential
for the preservation of freedom and peace. No free nation, large or small, ean
any longer survive in isolation. .

No single nation, not even the United Stales, can alone shoulder the respon-
sibility or bear the burden for free world defense or for the free world’s
economic progress.

There is urgent need for the rapid development of these new regional
arrangements based on the concept of free peoples frecly associating in their
common interest—so different from the halanece-of-power alliances of the past.

As these regional arrangements develop, we require 4 new order of political
thinking. FHow can the interests of each regional group le related to the over-
all interests of the free world? The blending of national, regional and general
interests ia the ultimate test of our political ereativity.

It is not an easy preseription. It calls for renewed faith in the eapacity of
free men to master their destiny, for a vision of free socicties that are dedjcated
to ever-expanding arcas of freedom,

Tonight 1 will discuss the implications of these concepts for one part of the
world—Western Burope—and one aspeet of our relations with that area: the
organization of nuclear power for the defense of freedow,

On February 9, I expressed my deep concern about the present disarray in
the Western Alliance. My concern was not with specific manifestations of dis-
unity—worrisomé as these are—nor with the expressions of dissatisfaction by
some allied leaders, for such disagreement is net necessarily a couclusive
indictment of our policies. Tn the readjustment of relationships which is going
on between Furope and ourselves, a easure of disagrecinent is inovitable,

However, inter-ullied disputes have beeome needlessly sharp because we have
been dealing with the dynamic new forves in Barope under patterns and eon-
cepts developed a decade and a hali ago. This has set np political and psycho-
logical clashes whieh have been aceenluated by an over-concern with tactics and
a tendeney to treat symptoms wd not enses.

Americans are united in the desire for peace and seeurity, for the growth of
human freedom and of individual well-being. In pursuit of these goals, we as
nation are involved in delieate and complex relutionships—but it is the
strength of our political system that we are able to submit to the forum of
publi¢ opinion our differences as to the means of achieving them,

v This procedure is essential if free men arve to participate in the decision-

Mnking process of a free soviety,  This is aomething no gronp knows better
than you. :

1. The Qrgunizalion of Nuclear Defense

Tor the 'pm-_«t two years, the Western Alliance has been divided by inereas.
ingly sharp disputes about the control of nuclear weapons. It is easy to got
lost in highly technical debates. The fundamental issue, however, is not
technical; it is how to organize a voluntary association of free peoples, work-

ing together for the common interest.

he deepest problem is our failure to recognize the new Europe which has
emerged over the past fourteen years—and emerged importantly as a resulf of
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the wise and farsighted policies of the Truman and Eisenhower Adminis. Mot
trations. have 1
Fourteen yenra ago, when NATO was established: Europe was impoverished but in
. hy the war and completely dependent on the United States; Europe was Let
divided by suspicions from generations of conflict; Europe had lost its confi- grams
- dence and sense of identity. “inimj]
Today, Europe—with our assistance—in the short space of fourteen years Yet
hag become the third most powerful economic entity in the world; Europe, effect,
despite sethacks which are hopefully tempornry, i3 hecoming increasingly supply
cohesive; Kurope has rediscovered its sense of identity and s asserting it, Gre:
In the military field, the changes have been equally dramatic: fourteen years lateral
ago, the United States had an atomic monopoly; Xurope possessed few “wher
resources for its own delense; in these ciccumstances, the newly crested NATO ; Macmi
came elose to being a unilateral United States gnarantee of Burope, backed up ' which
by the U. 8, nuelear power. ) sition
Today, the Soviet nuelear arsemal lhas grown to the point at which it ! pean ¥
threatens the very existence of every country in the West, Kurope is now As f
strong enough in the fuce of this challenge to want to assume a greater degree DeGau
of self-relinnes and a larger méasure of the responsibility for its own defense, - even t
[Musteative of this is the fact that Great Britain and Franee have been ongnged : policie
in multi-billion dollar nueclear weapons development programs foy their own As f
’ defense, that e
We as a people must fuve the harsh reality that it will never be possible to exclusi
re-eatablish a United States atomic monopoly. lateral
The growing strength of Euwrope is a sign of health and vigor. Americans The
ahould take pride in it. We helped to make it possible, But we have failed in pres
to act on the {act that it i in our own hest interest to adjust our policies one is |
to the new realities of these radically changed conditions, a comy
In light of these realities, there i only one course open to the free world, ing me
That course is to devise a North Atlantie political arrangement within which Peri
nuelear wenpons can he controlled and deployed for the common good of all : fact, n
free peoples. lection
In seeking such a strnevare, there are two posaibilities: : ) eTectiv
1. A single, indivisible control of all Atlantic community nnclear forees— { " Thus
which is tenable in the long run only through a political merger of all the ; to the
sovereign states involved, This is not possible now, We are not ready for the right r
major sharing of sovereignty this wonld regquire. t insist
* Until puch o political areangement evolves-—and this will not happen soon or Let
without grent and imaginative elfort—it is hoth futile and counter-productive tingent
. for us to tuke a doctrinaire position against the evolution of nuclear eapability The |
in an emerging Burape,  We must therefore go to the other possibility. : to NAT
2. A gemtine politieal parinership of strong and independent nationa com- Agre
mitted to sharing agreed nuelear responsibilities for the common defense of the suprem
Atlantic aren. interes
Though the Administration has talked a great deal about partnership, it is Simi.
treating our friends of the Atlantic Allinnee as dependent allies rather than ‘remain
independent pariners, Ido
The Administration in its policies and actions has, in fact, been extremely toward
ambivalent; in the economic field, it has talked of equal partnership, of the that it
importance of Buropean integration and of common Xuropean action, but in Is it
the nuelear field, it has discouruged the emergence of any European identity. Yrench
Much as some want to turn back the cloek and restore the U, 8. munopo{;r happen
of nuclear weapons, such an attitude flies in the face of existing realities, Allied
It ignores the basic motivations behind the existing European nuclear 'pro- : Nuclear
grams. 1t overlooks the fact ithat the cconomieally powerful, increasingly If ‘4
cohesive and self-confident. Enrope—which we lhave fostered—-—will not forever : ‘ defonse
aecept complote dependence on the United Btates for its own security. The &
Tostend of n viable vonrse of partnership, the administration hns put forth lust tw
w seeming third alternative—an ostensible but ilusory “multilateral” approach, * tingents
This effort has been mnrked by vacillation and inconsistencies. i to “inte
The tendency has been to blur the realities with which we nist deal, to The_t
obseure the problum of proud and stromg allies secking o measure of self- evides |
relinnee for their own defense, and ws a result to uvoid the politieal solutions : The
which must be devised. . “multils
v
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More than this, the illusory and shifting proposuls we have mude recently
have undermined our politieal credit, not only with respeet to nuelear weapons,
hut in our overali relations with Kurope as well,

Let me illustrate: The Seeretary of Defonse has attacked the nuclear pro.
grams of our alljes ps “dangevous,” nnd the President has ealled them
“inimical” to the Allinnce,

Yet n week after the President had wade a statemont to this same gencral
elfeet, he signed the Nassau Agreement in which the United States offered to
supply Polaris missilos to Grent Britain and PFranee.

Great Britain and France were to “assign™ their nuelon forces to w “mnlti-
lateral” NATO force—hut they were to be free to withdraw their forces
“where supreme national interests ave at stuke.” Ax a vesult, Prime Minister
Macmillan finds himself jn the anomalons situntion of having an agreement
which was offered to Lim by the United States attacked by his politieal oppo-
sition on the basis of the Administration’s own nrguments that separate Euro-
pean nuclear eapabilities are “dangerous,” and “inimical.”

As for I'rance, even a leader less suspicious of U, &, maotives than President
DeGaulle might find himself baflled as to our real purposes, It iw difficult for
even the most well-disposed allies to follow our lead when our declaratory
policies and our action policies are inconsistent and inconstant.

As for our own people here at home, we must not obseure the stark reality
that control over the development and wuse of nuclear weapons no longer lies
exclusively within our own initiative. Nor must we confuse slogans of “multj-
Iateral” action with the reality of partnership,

The Administration has heen investing a great deal of United States prestige
in pressuring our allies to accept two types of so-ealled “multilateral” forees:
one is a grouping of national nuelear forces to he assignad to NATO, including
a component of U. 8, Polaris submarines; the other is a fleet of nissile-carry-
ing merchant ships manned by mixed erews of different nationalities,

Periodically we report “progress” towards “multilaterialism,” hut in setual
fact, neither of these two types of forces is really multilateral. One is 4 eol-
lection of national forces subject to ultimate national econtrol; the other js
effectively under United States control through the veto,

Thus, both of our so-called “multilateral” proposals have evaded facing up
to the fundamental issue of whether our Favopean allies are to haye the same
right regarding the use of nuelear weapons in their own defense on which we
insist for ourselves,

Let us look for a moment at the proposed foree composed of national con-
tingents. It can be called “multilateral” only in a symbolic sense,

The British Polaris submarines and their V-Bombers, for example, “assigned”
to NATO, are cffeetively under British control. The provision in the Nassau
Agreement that Britain is free to use its nuclear forces imlependuutly, when the
supreme national interest is at stake, illustrates this, The Kupreme national
interest is neeessarily at stuke whenever the nse of nuclenr WEIDONS is at issue,

Bimilarly, the chain of command to U. 8. submarines “assigned” to NATO
remains elfectively in U, S, hands, -

I do not objeet to such an assignment. Indeed I weleome it as a nsefyl step
toward Atlantic ecooperation. But we should not engage in the self-delusijon
thut it is in fact a “multilateral” force,

Is it really progress toward o “multilateral nuclear foree to “assion™ some
YFrench fighter bombers to a NATO nuelear force, when, in reatity, all that hng
happened is to shift them from General Lemnitzer iy his mpn.uit.y a8 Supreme
Altied Commander, Europe, to General Lemnitzer in his capacity as NATO
Nuclear Foree Commaunder '

I this “nssignment’ qoes anybhing, it crodes Lhe distinction between tactieal
delense and strategic wnelear defonse even further,

The aeademic nature of our approuch is shown by $he faet that within the
lust two months, the name of the proposed foree composed of national eop.-
tingents has been successively changed from “multilateral” to “multinationa}”
to “interallied,” without any change of our substantive proposals,

The tendency to treat substantive mattery with essentially verbal solutions
evades the hard realities of the changing times in which we live,

The situation is even more confused with respect to the sccond so-called
“multilateral” force proposed hy the Administration: the merchant ships
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manned by mixed crews drawn from various NATO nationalities, - One of the
first difficulties with this proposal is that the Administration has changed
it 80 often that even our best friends no longer know what we really want.

For nearly two years, the Administration indicated that we might “consider”
a NATO sea-based nuclear force—though we thought it unnecessary.

In the middle of last Janmary, Undersecretary of State Ball suddenly told
the NATO Couneil that we were ready to bhepin training submarine erews for
the proposed “multilateral” foree. Surface ships were then deseribed hy high
Adwinistration offivinls as too vulnerable to be useful

Two weeks later, however, the Administration suddenly proposed that the
missiles for the NATO nuclenr foree he installed on merchant ships, The
President indieated that the vuluerability of these shipa was not a problem
Lecause they could hide in the broad Atlantie—and in any case an attack on
merchant ships would lead ta gencral war,

I have serious doubts about the invulnerability of missile Inunching merchant
ships. We are not huilding any sueh ships as part of our own defense forees.
And such a program rung counter Lo our own intensive submarine huilding pro-
gram and our offer of Polaris submarines for Britain, It is the exact opposite
of what we had told our Kuropean allies before February,

1n any event, Polaris-launching merchant ships are certain to be identified hy
the Soviets and in perinds of erisis wounld he tailed by Soviet subinarines—all
the more so as the area of the Sovietz wounld have to search would be limited
by the range of Polaris missiles,

With the British in the curions position of now being asked by us to par-
ticipate in two multilateral forces—one composed of submarines and one of
merchant ships—it i3 no wonder that other Furopean couutries, offered mer-
chant ships alone, are coneerned as to whether we are paluring off on them a
second-best gysten,

I also question the wiadom of the so-called “multilateral™ foree of mixed
erews on its merits. The primary purpose of this foree is said to be to prevent
the proliferation of nuclear weapons, to preclude the Federal Republic of Ger-
many from acquiring nuclear warbeads wnder national control, to ereate a
counterweight to France’s nuclear aspirations and to give Kurope a greater
voice in nuclear matters.

In my view, the multilateral force composed of mixed crews will do none of
these things.

This hecomes apparent when we examine the politieal control of this “multi-
luteral” force, As the proposal is now c(mceiveR, every member of the “multi-
laters)” foree is to have o veto over its wse—-althongh no announcement has
heen made as to how or at what level thiz veto would he esercised, Sueh a
muitiplicity of vetoes makes the foree militurily useless hovause no commander
coitld ever count on its being available.

Even more serious is the fnet that it aveids the basic problem of Enrope’s
understandable desire to be able to reapond with its own nuclear weapons in its
own defense in the event of attack.

As matters now stand, under the Administration proposals: if the U. 8, is
villing to respond with nuclear weapons, the NATO nnelear force with mixed
crows will he unnecessury; if we are unwilling to respond with nnelear wenpons,
such a NATO force will be inactive.

In other words, the proposed so-called “multilateral” nuclear foree neither
meets nor ehanges the situation which has given rize to European pressures for
a mensure of nuelear defense autonomy,

We would continue to hold the final voice in nuclear matters. Thi§ may be
what the Administration wants, but po matter how disguised with labels of
multilateralisn, it clenrly is neither partnership nor eommunity,

1t might be argued that we could or wonll eventually give up'the veto, No
douht we will be subjeeted to preasures in that divection once aueh a mixed-
crew Joreo exista, Yot aa long ag NATO s vomposed of soverten states, sueh an
nreangement is unworkable,

This country cannot commit itrelf Lo go to nuelear war on the basis of &
majority vote of ita allies, however close those alliea may he, TIndeed, if we
could make such o commitnent, a “wultilateral” force wounld not bhe necessary,

o -

el

No Objection To Declassification in Full 2011/04/28 : LOC-HAK-431-1-9-2

“

-~ o L . e

el o]

¢o

tic

to
Al
-1
Th
on
atr
all
we
wh
the

to
y
aw
2isl
2-(
l)"\ :j
\
con
thr
and
e
tha;
risk

Lo




L YA e S R 447 4TS AP e S 1

o i ; — ST . . A0 ;
) . No Objection To Declassification in Full 2011/04/28 : LOC-HAK-431-1-9-2
N
Avprussig 1075
One of the ; The proposed NATO “multilaternl™ foree of mixed erews on merehant shipa
s changed H has other drawhacks, With Franee refusing to participate and Britain making
want, ¢ . only g token contribution Europe will he split still further,
“oonaider™ i As now projocted, Germany will he the Targest single Buropean eontribntor-—
; forty per vent of the total cost and seventy per cent of the Kuropean expenges
Lenly told ; of the force will be charged to her. . ,
v orows for . : This is likely to ereate two prohlems: within Germany, pressures are hound
ed by high i to mount for a degree of control commensurate with the German contribution,
o ! We will then confront the swme issne which we are now evading with respeet to
d that the France and Britain. In the rest of Kurope, resistance may develop to the
hips. The notion of & German-dominated force. This in turn will play into the hands
a problem of Soviet pressures designed to divide the West. .
attack on Thus our present nuclear policy may encourage both neutralism and nation.

alism, and do so simultancously.

v ierchant In addition, our policy will not arrest the proliferation of nuclear weapons,

nse forees. : If anything, the contemp!nted‘cru.inv.y-qni_lt of nuclear forces within NATO
ilding pro- brings about the very proliferation it elaims that it secks to avoid.
et pposite These forces would consist of :

. 1. U. 8, strategic nuclear forees which represent the vast preponderance of |
entified by allied strength and would remain under exclunive United States control; w .
“‘;‘(:"]"i?;“u‘:l({ 2. Taetical nuclear elements of ground and air forces of & majority of the !

NATO nations but with nuclenr warheads suhject to release only hy ’the

us to par- President of the United States;

wmd oue of 3. Certain similar elements of British forees having theiv own nuelear war- ’ ‘ ‘
Yered mer- ! . heads not subject to Presidentind relonse 3
on them a \ 4. The small Freneh strategic wu lear fores now being built, which will .
7z i remain under  exclusive - Wrench control—thongh  President DeGaulle has
of miised : offered to “coordinate” it with NATO; |
to prevent B A relntively-small so-enllod “internllied®” foree (formerly ealled “ninlti-
lie of Ger. ‘ Intoral™ ), composed of ntional coutingents from the United Statos ana Briiein -
v oereate w and technieally “assigned” (o NATO but in the Iast wnalysin under natipnal
a greater control; ‘

6. A go-called “multilateral” foree. manned by -mixed erews with every ;par-

do none of ticipant including the United States having a veto.

s “multi- ' This is not a “grand design,” buat a prescription for chaos.
lie “multi- Tt is high time that Washington froed itself of the delusion that it is possilile
cmont s i to maintain o porition of nuelear monopoly which has nlready vanished, The
L. Suelt o ; Administration muost come to terms with Che reality of a world in which our
annmander wilios, ns well as onr eneinies hnve developed nuelear enpubilities of their own,
' The Administration's opposition to the nuclenr progranms of close nllios is not
f Burope’s only futile; it keeps us from exevelsing londership in the erucial aren of
pons in its ; strategic doetrine.
i There is no wuy of fudging the issue. We can no longer ask our Kuropean
e U, 8 is ) alliea to forego a power of decision affecting their own surviva)--a power which o
Sth mised : we in our ease rightly reserve for ourselves. We must not offer ginunicks
r weapons, which in the name of }wm‘tzuurship try o estahlish single U, 8. control over ali
i the nuelenr weapons of the Allinnee,” This is not only wrong—it is also hound
ce neither f to fuil,
walres for The goal of n self-relinnt Buvrope assuming inereasing responsibilily for jts
. : own defense is to our interest. A militurily strong Turepe i no more jneon-
(is may be ) sistent with Atlantic partnership than an economically vital one,
. Whels, of Of course, weak and dependent. satellites nre mope tractable than proud indoe-
o TR . pandent allies, They will also he more unreliable in times of sl roas,
Yyatn, No ™" 2 We cannot, avoid fncing a certain nnmber of grave visks, pegnedioss of what
o mixed- =: conrad we follow,  Therefore, it in n queation of whicl risk., most seriously \
', rieh an . : threaten our seenrity and frecdom-—and the security and freedom of our allies
' and the free world generally,
hasia of a However great our concern about the risks that ave inherent in having more
ced, if we ' than one source of nuclear capability in the Atlantic community, these gre.
necessary. 4 riska which exist now and with which we have to live.
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. An even greater risk s that the existence of several nuclear capabilities, in . In st

the absence of a realistic and solidly agreed-upon arrangement for control and tory da

employment, will introduce divisive rivalries that will prevent the development - _ _}" We

of a unified atrategy in Wwhich both we and Eurove can have confidence. . i immedi

A constructive Ameriean policy therefore will accept a Furopean nuclenr ; W

capability and try to relate it to ours for common ends, ' : we fm.l,

But by trying to reestablish a position of atomic monopoly that already ; 'l‘hek

hus heen lost, we nre racrificing the possibility of making any real progress . atructa

toward a broad pelitieal framework within which the free nations of the ; and vit

Atlantie ean work in aceord, ' H 1t

Tt seems to me that Jeaun Monnet, that great Kuropean and great friend of ' bor )f!:t
the United States, has understood better than anyone the realities of the revolu- ; ﬁé]d(qhu
tionary changes that have tnken plnce and are taking place in Europe, and the ) cmlm‘mn
means of shaping them to secure our common ends, ' ; I won

As he remarked recently: : charged

“It is difficult to conceive that the people of Burope will commit themselves : horderin
to n common cconomic effort without a eommon politieal design and, neces- ; Sueh
sarily, this will lead to n common defense, Fingland is part of Burope. It must 0 pean ins
partivipate in the common defense which is necessary for the equilibrium and i The 1
the peace of the world. i represen

“But the participation of the United States is vequired as well to nssure the ; This |
defense of Europe, In order for that indispensable participation to be estab- ; action,
lished on a Insting hasis, a relationship of equal partnership between the : partient
United States and Furope must be established . | . i It sho

“This relationship of equal partnership must apply also to the common ‘ the NAT
defense. It requires, among other steps, the organization of a European ntomie L tasks sh
foree including Great Britain, and in partnership with the United Statea.” ; America

I helieve that M. Monnet admirubly defines the spirit that must govern any ! prrticips
approach to this field that can have prospect of suceess. mutual i

L suggest that the tangible elements of such an approach should include the : In pur

b following : : by ideal:

1. As the Xuropean nations demonstrate their desire and enpability to share : automat;
responsibility for their own nuclear defense, we should be prepared to work . the darir
with them for common goals,

' 2. As European and Atlantic politieal colesion grows, our goal should be
the formation of a combined Turopean nuclear force related to the Ameriean :
nuclear foree on a hasis of genuine partnership and dedieated to the defense of At Ann
the NATO arven in line with the suggestions of Jean Monnet, :

3. Toward this end, and on such terms ng to facilitnte this zoal we should .
actively nasist the British and the French in order to bring into heing as soon : i

; as possible nuclear forces which can serve as the core of a truly European )
nuclear foree. ;

4. To make the agsistance possible, we should in our own nation’s interest } ¢ W. Al
amend the McMahon Aet to give us the flexibility required. Our material ; ago that
agsistance should be in the form of sales—not grants—and the seale of the ! state.”
agsistance should he related to progress toward European integration, ! Preside

5. There should be appointed a to'{:-level NATO committee to review the because (
NATO structure to the end that NATQ ma]:!' fully utilize the entire nuclear : state, but
potentinl available to it including that of Europe. , )}ew Yor!
IT1. The Political Prospect : i(ﬁ\;;a';;-dl

However, we must not lose sight of the fact that military security can never As a G
be an end in itself, ' and subs

The ultimate hope for the free world resides in the development of a grams, 1
political und economic structure which permits all free peoples to live in dig- however,
nity and freedom, . ; dent Wal

The nations hordering the North Atlantic have a special responsibility in © Importane
this respect, These countries enjoy n high and rising standard of living. i NO one

of college
no one ha
edueations
' New Yo
tional opp
tions, eack

Muost of them share demovratic values and institutions. They have a unigue
opportunity to demonstrate that the deepest and most lasting unity grows out
of the voluntary agreement of free peoples, v
They must forge unity while respecting diversity—and they shonld create a '
stracture which iy to the ultimate benetit of all the peoples of the world and
not gimply of a single regional grouping.
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Tn striving to veach these objectives, we must guard against two eontradie-
tory dangers:

—We must not Iet an ultimate goal serve as an excuse for not dealing with
immediate problems. :

—We must not hecome so enamoured of short-term techinien? solutiona that
we forget the purpose Lhey are designed (o serve,

The ultimate goal is an expanding economy within a vital free world
structure. Esseutial immedinte steps are the strengthening of the cohesion
and vitality of Enrope and of the political unity of the Western Alliance,

Tt mukes no sense to speak of the indivisibility of strategy while each mem-
ber of the Alliunce conducts o separate diplomacy and while in the economic
field short term regional advantages are sometimes pressed at the expense of the

- eommon advantage,
I would therefore urged the ereation of a permanent hody at the highest level

- charged with exploring the means of strengthening the cohesion of the nations

bhordering the North Atlantic.

Such a body should, of course, cooperate to the fullest with whatever Euro-
pean institutions emerge out of the process of European integration,

The U. 8. representative to this body should have the same status as our
representative to the United Nations—that is he should be of ¢abinet rank,

This permanent group should be charged with exploring areas of common
action. It should work on a common policy for relations with the Saviet Union,
partienlarly with respect to negotintions.

It should address itself to o long-term projection of NATO strategy (while
the NATO Council deals with immediate problems). One of its most important
tasks should be to devise policies wlich enable other regions, such as Tatin
America, Japan and the other Pacific nations, Southeast Asia and Africa, to
participate in the progress of the Atluntic ares on a basis of equality and
mutual reapect.

In pursuing this course we would do well 1o keep in mind that men are moved
by ideals and values and not simply hy cold caleulations. There is nothing
automatic about the shape of the future, It is compounded of the vision and
the daring and the courage of the present.

At Annual Spring Festival, Adelphi College, Garden City, Long
Island, May 2, 1963 (Excerpts)

Migher Kducation

W. Allen Wallis, president of the University of Rochester, remarked not long
ago that “New York has by far the hest system of higher eduncation of any
state.” .

President Wallis went on to explain that this was so, in his words, “partly
beeanse (New York's) colleges and universities are as good as those of any
state, but even move beenuse the State government does the best job of making
New York's colleges and wmiversities available to the students of the State.”
He cited in support of the latter statement the State’s Regents seholarships,
Reholar Tneentive Awards and Student loan program.

Ag a Governor whose administration initinted the Scholar Incentive program
and substantinily broadened the Negents seholarship and student loan pro-
grams, Lam naturally aratificd by President Wallis” abservations, This is not,
however, the reason 1 have chosen to quote him. I have done so becanse Presi-
dent Wallis’ remarks led him and led me to some observations on the vital
importance of diversity in higher eduecation,

No one is in a better position than the individual student to know what kind
of college will best suit his or her abilities and interests—ond it follows that
no one has a stronger incentive to sce that he or she makes the most of the
eduecational opportunities available at the eoljege chosen,

New York’s system of higher education offers such yich diversity of educa-
tional opportunities because it developed, first of all, through private institu-
tions, each with ita own individuality, approach and emphasis. Sixty per cent
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ihn{,t(;::: Statement by the Governor Commmending the Bi-State Water.
it con. front Commission of New York Harbor for Uncovering a
o com. Theft Ring Operating on Piers in New York Harbor
r 7?.'{’“ STATE oF NEW YORK—EXECUTIVE CHAMBER
safety, .
' State ALBANY, Fiébruary 9, 1963 -
1 Governor Rockefeller today commended the two Commissioners
‘m.f ! of the Waterfront Commission of New York Harbor and the Com-
. tnn €3 mission’s staff for their well-executed investigation that led to
a e_lo)n the arrest yesterday of sixteen persons charged with stealing mer-
tntles chandise valued at over five hundred thousand dollars from vari-
ays s ous interstate and overseas shipments on piers in New York
. harbor. - ¢
high. The Neéw York member of the Waterfront Commission is Joseph
tuams. Kaitz of Cedarhurst, Long Island. The New Jersey member is
costs David C. Thompson of Glen Ridge, New Jersey. The investiga-
tion was joined by. Federal agents, New Jersey State Police and
pro- j New York City police.
?;a(;g; : Governor Rockefeller said:
' ‘““The Bi-State Waterfront Commission is to be commended for
successfully concluding one of the most dramatic and significant
ESS. ) law enforcement investigations conducted by the Commission
FE]?; since its creation ten years ago. Undercover investigators of the
AP Waterfront Commission, posing as reccivers of the stolen prop-
AND erty, carefully asseinbled important evidenco culminating in today’s /
arrests made with the cooperation of investigators from the 1. S. "
Customs Service and the Office of the U. 8. Attorney for the South- '
ern District of New York. As a result of this excellent surveillance
and undercover work, all of the stolen property was recovered and
is safely stored away. '’
The Waterfront Commission Compact was entered into by the
States of New York and New Jdersey in 1953 and was designed to
eliminate eriminal and corrupt practices in the handling of water-
borne freight within the port of New York and to regulate employ-
ment of waterfront labor. Sinee its ereation the Waterfront Com-
. mission has been effectively discharging its responsibilities and the \ i
- Legislatures of both States from time to time have cooperated in the ‘ ]l
enactment of companion measuves to implement the provisions of 4 i
the Compaect. : o
: Statement by the Governor Concerning the Present Disarray
. within the Atlantic Alliance /
Srare or NEw Yorr—EXECUTIVE CHAMBER "
’ ALBANY, February 9, 1963 ;
All Americans concerned about the future of freedom must be |
deeply worried about the present disarray within the Atlantie :
Alliance, Lo
In the space of two months, the United States has been embroiled :
in heated and public controversy with-Great Britain on the Skybolt
———

No Objection To Declassification in Full 2011/04/28 : LOC-HAK-431-1-9-2




. . No Objection To Declassification in Full 2011/04/28 : LOC-HAK-431-1-9-2

616 PusLic PArERS oF GOVERNOR ROCKEFELLER

issue, with Canada on the nuclear defense of North America, and It be

) with France on the organization of Xurope and the defense of the against
L Atlantic .area. _ Commy
:‘ In less than a year, the American Government has also publicly our sta
‘ quarreled with Chancellor Adenauer over negotiations in Berlin, ' It is
and has affronted The Netherlands by placing expediency over actions
prineiple in West New Guinea. in veto
i Of course, it is the duty of the President of the United States also fa
. to defend American interests as he conceives them, He must uphold lack gr
i our country’s defense and its political and economic interests—if Stro!
: necessary, even against our allies, prove r
In common with all Americans, I want the President to succeed, to ever,
for if he succeeds, the country succeeds. Last October, in common o Befo
; with all Americans, I strongly supported the President’s action in deals w
. ; ; seeking the removal of Soviet missile bases from Cuba. admini
" But by the same token, where it appears that the course the Presi- ; In 1
dent is pursuing will lead to failure, it is the duty of every con- j J wishes

cerned citizen to speak out plainly in the national interest, to voice { Republ

his misgivings, and to suggest alternatives. ’ ‘ The
We must never lose sight of the fact that one of our most precions ' ¢ enter i

assets is the unity of the Free Nations. Preservation and strength. ' munist
ening of that unity is clearly in the self-interest of the United long-st:
States, Sinee
It is indisputably in the interest of the United States that West- betweer
ern Europe be strong and self-reliant—an interest consistently dealing
: upheld by two previous administrations sinee World War II. because
: ) It is in the interest of the national security of the United States A po
! ~—and in the interest of Europe—that Europe share in its own putes W
defense and work with us for the achievement of positive ends. Republ
‘While this administration has paid lip service to these principles, about t
as the President did again at his press conference on February : My e

seventh, we must realize that an important reason for the disarray ! to stre
in the West is the administration’s failure to live up to these ‘ diversit

: principles. ¢ This
; Unity is not achieved by proelamation, A “‘grand design’’ does : Its real
! not come into being by enunciating the phrase. ! organiz
{ - Partnership is not furthered by the sudden and unilateral abro. ! the Con
t gation, without consultation, of an understanding to supply a E Iwil
, weapon around which the strategic forces of our closest ally, Great { has tor

Britain, were to be built, u tributec
Unity is not enhanced by interfering publicly in the sensitive
‘ domestic issues of our northern neighbor, Canada.

; A ““grand design’’ is not established by publiec attacks on the I, The
: i p
j leader of a great and friendly country, France—a Jleader who, The 3
H , = hd M 3, (1] le ]
: morcover, in Winston Churchill’s phrase, ‘‘has not always been cal ques
| wrong.”” United
‘ The official and semi-official eriticisms of President DeGaulle ip is ampl
: representing ‘‘obsolete’’ ideas, as seized by Napoleonie visions and ‘ 1;““. e
! determined to make separate deals with the Soviets are unworthy of ‘ ownl Pl
the foreign poliey of a great conntry., : which t
" United
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iea, and It behooves us to remember that this is the man who siood out

se of the ' against Hitler, who restored to France its dignity, who reduced the
! Communist threat within his country, and who proved to be one of
publicly g our staunchest friends in the eritical hours of the Cuban crisis,
Berlin, / j It is not necessary to agree with all of President DeGaulle’s
cy over - ' actions or formulations. I believe, for example, that he was wrong
_ in vetoing Britain’s entry into the Common Market. But we must
1 States ‘ also face the fact that a poliey unable to deal with great men may
: uphold lack great conceptions. .
ests—if Strong men are likely to be diffcult. They are also likely to
prove more reliable friends in times of erises than those who adjust
succeed, : to every passing prossure. .
'0mmon - Before engaging in hints about the possibility of separate French
etion in : deals with the Soviets, we should recall that it was the present
administration which set the precedent,
@ Prosi- ; In 1961, it negotiated with the Soviets over Berlin against the
Iy cone wishes of France and against the better judgment of the Federal :
o Voice Republic of Germany. ’
The administration then strongly implied that it was ready to ;
recious i enter into arrangements which would involve recognition of Com- ,
rength- " : munist Eastern Germany in some form, and thus to weaken our ' /
United ; long-standing commitment to German unification. ’
. Since Cuba, there have been several secret exchanges of letters :
. ' West- between the President and Premier Khrushehev, of which only those j
stently dealing with nuclear testing have become public and then only
. because Premier Khrushehev released them.
States A policy which in the space of less than a year has produced dis-
S own putes with so many key allies as France, Great Britain, the Federal
1ds. Republic of Germany and Canada is bound to cause deep concern
ciples, about the unity of the free world,
bruary My concern, however, is not the past. The urgent need today is
sarray to strengthen the community of free N, ations, based on respeet for
these diversity and the consensus of shared aspirations of free peoples.
. This is the great responsibility and challenge before the Woast.
! does T Its realization is being impeded by two great controversies: The
organization of nuclear defense, and the organization of Europe—
- abro- | the Common Market,.
ply a [ I will discuss the issue of nuclear defense first, because this fssue
Great { has torn NATO the longest—and led to the division which con-
‘ tributed to the exclusion of Britain from the Common Market,.
1sitive ‘
n the . L. .The Organization of Nuclear Defense
Wwho, The issue of nuclear defense involves highly complicated techni-
been ; eal questions, but the basic point in dispute is relatively simple. The
. ! United States has taken the view that the American nuelear arsenal
lle in is ample for all purposes of the Alliance, Our Luropean allies
8 and ; have insisted that they must have the possibility to resist with thejr
hy of : own nuclear arns the Soviet weapons deployed against them—
i so= Which they have been told exceed in number those aimed at the .
T “United States. -
|
- i
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4 -
i The issue is thus not so much technical as political and psyeho- volitiesd 1
: logical. Our European allies—and in this respect Great Brifain has i politicad lon
; D held essentially the same view as France—have maintained that they D grhaments
must share in the responsibility for nuclear defense,  This was well ‘ (u) declarec
i expressed by Viscount lailsham of Great Britain in a recent foweapons we,
speech in New York in which he said: This was
‘“Ilave the Amerieans paused to reflect that an allianee in which qu;stwngd N
; all the advaneed and sophistieated teechnologies were left to one of fnwc tu
! the partners, and the rest were relegated to supply a complement of equally cox..i"_
; . conventional arms in war, and in commerce a modest contribution ‘ tlofns about |
i of Seoteh whisky and compaet cavs . . . would not ultimately sue- defense of -
Eo - ceed in retaining the loyalty of Buropean electors?’’ ‘ notion of su
1 Much of the nuclear controversy has been eansed by the tendency 1t require
; . of the present Administration to use words like **interdependence” erew, and uj
: - while perpetuating in fact the dependence of the Europeans on d'lﬂ"ere)}t na
: American-controlled nuelear weapons. time will pr
; This becomes elear if we examine the proposals which the present = . f A‘nd “:h"t
: administration has made on the issue of nuclear control, i i mutiny 1§ n
| In May, 1961, the President, in a speech at Ottawa, offered to : wea;pons “'_‘“
commit five nuclear (1’olaris) submarines to NATO and subse- . Nuclear "
; quently more., A year later, Secretary of Defenge MeNamara hSh.c(?‘ throu
: announced that the five submarines had already been committed to * political solu
NATO with more to come. o With resy
\ ‘When we consider what this ‘‘commitment’” means, we find that the adminis
it transfers these submarines from an American Admiral acting as begin with,
; U. 8. Commander-in-Chief, Atlantie, to the same American Admiral, - corposed O,f
. using the same headquarters, acting as NATO Supreme Commander, el . nuclear NA
: Atlantie. T ey [T0Fces of tl
: In other words, the submarines really never left U. 8. control. - United Sta_l:__
; The announced ‘‘assignment’’ to NATO was only symbolie, In both i
Also in May of 1961, the President announced a willingness to the Europea
consider a NATO nuclear sea-based force ‘‘truly multilateral in leave 935 per:
ownership and control.”’ Since then, this offer has been repeated on all of the n
; the following conditions: . multilateral
. (44
i 1. If Kurope increased its conventional forces; j welel(,Sa;:l{;h:
‘ 2. If Europe came up with an aceeptable control system for i which do 1o
nuclear weapons; : : devise n con
3. If the crews on the submarines represented different nation. basis.
alities, ' Considerin
We have repeatedly poiunted out, however, that we thought a i onanatxomt!
NATO nuelear foree militarily unnocessary, on the organ
. This offer presented our. allies avith a serious, if not insoluble Then ther
“dilemma. . have n.mmto:l
Most of our allies disagree with the T, 8. insistence on a eon- ?“’“ds in the
ventional build-up to begin with. IIowever, if they cavried it out, i if we would
they would have to inerease their defense bndgets anywhere from - L were to d‘»“ﬁ}f»
) 15 to 40 pereont (depending on the countey) for the conventional fT o we could siil
: build-up alone. To add to these expenditures the very large addi- ; mand. 1f:th
tional vxpvngjlinn'vs needed for a multilateral Polarvis foree put the : be nsed at al
No Objection To Declassification in Full 2011/04/28 : LOC-HAK-431-1-9-2 :
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political leaders of Burope in the position of having to ask their
parlimments for budget inereases whieh were (1) enormous and
(2) declared by us to be militarily uunecessary as far as atomic
weapons were concerned. ’
This was politically impossible. No wonder many of our allics
questioned whether our offer was meant to boe accepled or rejected,

A which If we turn to the purely military problem, the situation is

* m‘f’;-.(—li;__ Loz equally confused. Most U, 8. military leaders have serions ICROT V-
aent ot it tions about relying primarily on a sea-based nuclear foree for the
_“h"“”" ;o= defense of the NATO arca. Almost all of them consider the
ely ste- ‘ notion of submarine erews of mixed nationalitios a monstrosity,

- It requires eighteen months to train a purely American Polaris
rmtency erew, and up to twelve months just to select it. To force crews of
\dence : « different nationalities to live aboard a submarine for months at a
cans omn ' time will present enormous problems of nmorale.

' And what would actually be accomplished ? Surely the threat of
Jresent ! mutiny is not an appropriate means to arrive at the control of
'L:rvd to f weapons which affect the vital interest.s of each ally.

" subse. ; _ Nuclear partnership of the Atlantic Alliance cannot be _estab-
Namara _ lished through the use of technical gimmicks. [t requires a
itted to polw.tgcnl solution, o _

, With 3'0._\*))0N,.1,0’t]u-. political control of a multilateral fovee,
ad that ‘ the.ndn_ums‘tmtmn 5 attitude has been equally ambiguons.  To
ting as begin with, it has really proposed two multilateral forces: (a) one
dm?ral, composed of submarines manned by mixed crews of the non-
1ander nuclear NATO powers and (b) another composed of the national

! forees of the nuclear powers, France and Britain together with a
ontrol United States contribution. o

) In both instances, we have offered to mateh the contribution of

ness to the Huropean nations. The net effect of_ this offer would be to

eral in . leave 95 percent of our nuclear force‘ outside NATO control while

sted on ' all of the nuclear forces of our allies would become subject to

multilateral control.

| C ) This might not be decisive had we ever offered any idea of what

al B we mean by multilateral control. [n offect, we have asked countries

m - for ; which do not possess nuclear submarines, missiles or warheads to

f devise o control mechanism for these weapons on & multi-national
Wation- i basis, )

Considering the difficulty of devising a eontrol meehanism even
2zht a on a natimml_ bm:;is, it is no aceident that no progress has been made
® on the organization of a NATO nuelear foreo.
soluble ! Tlu:.n there is the problem of the United States veto. So far, we
have insisted on retaining a veto over the use of the nuelear war-
a cone , heads in the projected NATO foree. Under such ‘circun‘lstamz.os,
it out, : ; if we would want to use ]'l‘ll('..[(‘.ﬂl' weapons and the Tuu!'op(\,u.n alliey
s from ¢ were to disagree, the NATO nuelear force would be inactive, but
\tional : we could still use the nuclear weapons of the Strategic Air Com-
, addi- i mand. If the situation were reversed, no nuclear weapons would
ut the 2 be used at all. - o o ,
. 12 ' -
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! In other words, the NATO nuclear force proposed by the present ;
: administration is not an act of partnership but a device which wi
i would give the Europeans only a negative control over the small
; NATP nuclear force which we have declared militarily *‘unneces- r‘:’x(:
B sary.,”’
4? With respect to the other multilateral force—that composed of -~ the
| ' national contingents—it is important to understand that the admin- ’ u%‘
: istration has consistently attacked the nuclear programs of our o )
i ‘ allies. President Kennedy has declared the French national nuclear Tes
foree dangerous and inimieal to the Alliance, Secretary McNamara £
% has used similar words and added strictures of his own. Our 0
¢ allies have bitterly resented this intrusion into what they consider ?0;
; their sovereign concerns as free peoples, 8
; Then following the uproar caused by the unilateral U. S. eancel. '.
lation of Skybolt, the President at Nassau offered Polaris missiles a
! to Prie Minister Maemillan, The same offer was made to France. Dig
; .. In return, France and Britain were to supply their own warheads S
‘ i “and submarines, and assign their nuelear forces to & NATO multi- S
1 lateral force, : };OJ
! This sequence of events created a domestic erisis for the Maemil- o1
{ lan government, even though the government accepted our offer, II.
; France rejected it, ﬂiﬁg‘”—“ ]
: Before we begin reviling France for this action, we must recog- '
' nize that the Nassau Agreement is a document of extraordinary wa
ambiguities. th
It says nothing about who deploys the submarines; how the hﬁ“
multilateral force is to be controlled; how national governments lt ¢
( can exercise their control. Indeed, since communication to the 168
‘ submarines must be through American channels, it is not clear an
i how Great Britain can exercise its theoretical right to independent :
f action, rea
: Moreover, France has no warheads for Polaris missiles and no : Int
! prospects of getting them for years to come. It has no submarines . 180
! in which to install them, ‘ N/
. Finally, almost simultaneously with the offer, President Kennedy of
! was exchanging secret letters with Premier Khrushehev about a : Eu
{ nuclear test ban treaty, Ilad these resulted in a treaty and had ' ) ]
‘ France gone along—as we urged—France could never have devel- the
/ oped the warheads for the missiles which we were offering, Sus
In these circumstances, should we really have been so surprised Br
. that our offer was rejected by DeGaulle? 158
: Ts it partnership to offer on a take-it-or-leave-it basis a weapons '
! : system about which our ally was not consulted, and under con- the
ditions which are extremely nebulous? Jeo
Would it not have been more statosmanlike to urge Prime Min- ah
‘ ister Maemillan to use his influence with France to establish a res
joint—ultimately European—nuclear foree to be coordinated with wor
: ours for the defense of NATO? l
: President DeGanlle has not rejected cooperation or coordination, eon
| on the contrary, he has explicitly affirmed it. ' o

% ’ stre
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Before engaging in personal attacks, would it not have becn
wiser to find out how he proposes to voordinate his forees with ours?

To sum up: I strongly believe in the Atlantic Community. Bat
we will not achieve this goal by teehnical gimmicks or sharp for-
mulas. The basic problem is political. NATO eannot survive on
the basis of mutual distrust. If it is painful for us to be accused of
unreliability, it is equally galling for ecountries with the traditions
of Great Britain and France to be thought untrustworthy with
respect to the possession of nuclear weapons.

The nuclear issue within NATO has arisen because the strongest
of our allies are trying to do what we have so often urged—namely,
to share in the responsibility for their own defense. This attitude
is in our own interest,

I would therefore urge that we take immediate steps to establish
a real nuclear defense partnership with Europe. The internal
organization of Europe’s nuclear power, including Great Britain's,
should be left to the Europeans. Our goal should be to ecoordinate
such a European force with ours through the establishment of a
political control body within NATO dealing with nueclear matters
for the Alliance as a whole,

II. The Common Market

For all of us who have admired Great Britain’s historie role, it
was a source of regret that its entry into the Common Market was
thwarted—even if only temporarily. I disagree that Britain would
have been a lukewarm member. of the European community. On
the contrary, 1 believe that it would have entered Europe whole-
heartedly, aud that Europe would have benefited from its wisdom
and courage.

Nevertheless, I have serious doubts about the administration’s
reaction to this event. T do not discover the specifically Ameriean
interest that leads us to encourage groupings in Europe designed to
isolate France or to present Franco-German amity as dangerous to
NATO. Itis not in the interest of Britain; it is notjn-the interest
of Europe; and above all it is not in our interest to fragment
Europe still further. ‘

1t is not in the long-term interest of Britain to be pushed into
the Common Market by United States pressure. This will reinforce
suspicions of Britain’s role. It will in the long run cmbarriss
Britain. It may split into pro- and anti-American camps on an
issue which is most properly a Buropean concern.

To organize or encourage rival bloes in Fuvope, to imply that
there is a choice between France and the United States, is to
jeopardize still further all the achievements of the past decade and

a half toward European and Atlantie unity. The vesult may bo a

resurgence of nationalism throughout Kurope. Sueh an event
wonld be against our hational interesis,

Instead of a strong partner, we will have to deal with seores of
competing rivalries, The Communists would be tempted to exploit

our divisions—and the new nations would lose a vital source of

strength,
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TI1. Conclusion

The disarray in our relations with Europe calls urgent attention
to the need for re-examination of our processes of government in
the international field.

Something is wrong if, at & moment when Britain’s membership
in the Common Market hung delicately in the balance, we cancolled
Skybolt and thus contributed to the eollapse of the Common Market
negotiations whose success we so urgently desived.

Something is wrong if at & moment when we should be demon-
strating the unity of the Alliance, we became embroiled with
Canada.

Something is plainly wrong in our relationships with IPrance,

The erratic and vacillating nature of our policies—illustrated
by the gimmickry of our proposals for the nuclear defense of
NATQ-—calls attention to the need for a clearer determination of
national purposes and a strategy to attain them.

The Administration has used toward our allies the same ruthless
and precipitate methods employed domestically. These actions
have shaken eonfidence—the most preeious asset of any leader of
an Alliance.

The way to deal with the present erigis in the Alliance is to
avoid reeriminations, We will not establish partnership by talking
about it in the abstract, "The way to counter Third Force tendencies
is to act so that the advantages of united action will always out-
weigh“the temptations of narrower conceptions. 'This of course
requires that we stop acting like a Third Foree,

The temporary: failure of Britain’s entry into the Common
Market must not produce a paralysis in our Atlantie policy, There
are a number of things we ¢an do immediately.

We should propose a comprehensive trade agreement with
Britain and the Commonwealth to increase free world trade.

The U, 8. Trade Expansion Act of last year granted part of its
tariff-cutting power to the President on the assumption of Britain’s
admission to the Common Market. Now there will be far less use
for that power unless the Trade Act is amended—something which

- the President said last Thursday he ‘‘had not planned’’ to seek but

“‘would support’’ if the Congress ‘‘shows any disposition to favor
it.7: ‘
It:seems to me that this is a point on which the President should

take 'vigorous leadership, rather than await Congressional initiative. -

Tt is high time for the Alliance to ercate a political body to set
common goals and to develop common policies. RBilateralism is
dangerous by whomever practiced,

The leadership of a coalition of free countries is of course
always far more exaeting than the direetion of an empire. But we
should always remember that the power and purpose generated by
the voluntary cooperation of free societies can never be equalled
by the rcluctant compliance of nations treated like subjects.

No Objection To Declassification in Full 2011/04/28 : LOC-HAK-431-1-9-2

Letter frc
State Con
on the A

S

Dear Xeith:

It is grat
detailed in t
ity.

The pro: =i
and espeeial]
program wa
truly remarl
in but one y¢
it could beg
look forward

I was delj;
of new com

T *‘"—’_. PR i -
e -10Tmed fo |

Authority-p:
can lend its
growth,

The dedies
justified the
program.

Honorable X
Commissione:
112 State St
Albany, New

Statement b
First State

St

In 1960, t}
first Statewid
ing minimum
have this prot

In 1962, ag
this $1-an-hou
and benefitin,
earning les.-t]
hour next yea




